Recent critiques of collective impact have provided a conceptual alternative that emphasizes the necessity of community organizing, and more explicit emphasis on advancing equitable systems and policy changes. This article reports results from a study of a citywide coalition in Chicago, IL that espoused many of these same principles. The coalition focused on justice system reform-systems and policy change that would dismantle punitive policies disproportionately affecting people of color-but also sought to connect these efforts with broader social determinants of health. The organizations that comprised the coalition were a pairing of those traditionally involved in restorative justice practice, and those traditionally involved in grassroots organizing. An action research partnership provided an opportunity to investigate processes and outcomes of a coalition created to advance equitable systems and policy changes. This analysis of the coalition's functioning employs a mixed methods approach. We utilize two waves of interorganizational social network data and qualitative data including participant observation, in-depth interviews, and archival document review to examine the coalition's successes and challenges related to each of the six core principles of Collaborating for Equity and Justice. This analysis provides practical insights into the benefits and challenges of implementing deeply participatory processes to address policy and systemic drivers of social determinants of health. Findings show that fully integrating all six principles is challenging, especially when a coalition represents broad constituencies across race, geography, and organizational philosophy. In such diverse settings, considerable time must be spent to build relationships and a strong foundation for sustainable processes.
There are few policy areas in the United States that have greater implications for racial equity than criminal justice system reform. The explosion of the nation's prison population since the early 1980s, where the number of people locked in jails or prisons rose from approximately 500,000 to nearly 2.5 million in less than 40 years, was largely a result of policies and practices that disproportionately impact people and neighborhoods of color. Although African Americans only make up less than 15% of the U.S. population, they comprise nearly 40% of its prisoners (Carson, 2018) . From aggressive policing to the disproportionately harsh sentencing of African Americans, mass incarceration is a phenomenon that is largely concentrated in segregated urban neighborhoods (Sampson & Loeffler, 2010) . The previous decades of such concentrated punishment have had collateral consequences for residents of these same neighborhoods, including increased crime and violence, decreased wealth, decreased social capital, along with many other forms of disadvantage (Clear et al., 2014; Rose & Clear, 1998) . These markers of disadvantage have been shown to be key social determinants of health. For example, living in an area with high incarceration rates is predictive of various poor physical and mental health outcomes (Hatzenbuehler, Keyes, Hamilton, Uddin, & Galea, 2015) . Given how important these determinants are for the long-term health and well-being of people of color,
research-article2019
1 Metropolitan Planning Council, Chicago, IL, USA 2 Vanderbilt University, Nashville, TN, USA scholars and activists have long recognized justice system reform as a key lynchpin for racial equity (Alexander, 2010; Wacquant, 2015) .
Although criminal justice is one of the few issues where there is some degree of consensus on the need for reform, there is a broad range of approaches to such reforms and the most common do not utilize a racial equity or health lens that addresses structural racism. More typically they involve programs aimed at the successful reentry of those returning from prison-that is, lowering recidivism rates of all formerly incarcerated through employment assistance, and evidencebased case management aimed at building skills and addressing criminogenic risks and needs (Duwe & King, 2013) . Although such programs can, in some cases, successfully reduce the risk of recidivism, scholars are quick to point out that they do little to address the systemic biases and structural, racial inequities of the criminal justice system (Gottschalk, 2015) . Further, sentencing reforms typically focus on the low-hanging fruit of nonviolent, nonsexual, and nonserious offenses, leaving harsh punishment intact for all others outside of these so called "non-non-non" categories, which raises questions about whether such approaches can significantly depopulate the prison population (Gottschalk, 2015; Sevigny & Caulkins, 2004) . In addition, most sentencing reforms fail to address the structural inequities that have led to large disparities in contact with the justice system for people of color, and collateral health consequences for neighborhoods.
In urban areas most affected by mass incarceration, residents and advocates have increasingly advanced restorative justice as an alternative to punitive criminal justice punishment (Rossner & Bruce, 2016) . In theory, offenders can be diverted into such alternative processes that hold offenders accountable in community-based settings without relying on incarceration. Restorative justice practices are also spreading in school-based settings with the hope of eliminating disproportionate harsh discipline for students of color (Wadhwa, 2016) . Restorative justice holds some promise in keeping individuals out of jails and prisons, and potentially shifting control of public safety challenges away from criminal justice systems. However, reforms such as these are unlikely to happen on their own, without community organizers and coalitions pushing for deeper systems and policy change.
Grassroots organizing, where groups of people come together for the purpose of building community power, hold potential for enacting deeper reforms that address long-standing structural inequities (McAlevey, 2016) . In grassroots organizing, relationship building across race, ethnicity, and geography is key to creating a sustainable base that has the power to take action on issues of concern and ultimately influence systems and policy change (Whitman, 2018) . There are many different models of community organizing, including coalitions or federations of smaller community-based organizations, faith-based institutions, schools, and other nonprofit and voluntary organizations. Typically, residents are engaged as leaders to help identify issues to focus on before mobilizing large numbers of participants aimed at influencing decision makers (e.g., elected officials, corporate leaders) to take specific steps toward resolving problems.
For coalitions to change social determinants of health they must push for deep reforms to large systems, like criminal justice. There are very real challenges in navigating the many differences that may exist across institutions in a given area, including differences in organizations' philosophical approach, preferred targets of action, and methods for engaging residents and sharing power. Collective impact is a model that offers rudimentary guidelines for aligning the interests of different entities around a shared set of goals, language, and success metrics (Kania & Kramer, 2011) . It has been used as a framework for tackling large citywide issues through cross-sector collaborations and has gained recent popularity due to its inclusion of public, private, and nonprofit sectors (Gase, 2018) . However, the collective impact model may fall short in some important ways, as it does not necessarily build the power and leadership capacity of local residents, incorporate mechanisms for analyzing power structures, or focus on systems and policy change (Christens & Inzeo, 2015; Wolff, 2016) . In short, it does not engage with community organizing research and practice in any systematic way, thus reducing its potential for addressing the structural inequities that are typically the roots of the issues collective impact initiatives are attempting to solve. Scholars of community organizing and social change movements have recently created alternative guiding principles-referred to as "collaborating for equity and justice" (CEJ)-for how collaborations can more effectively tackle long-standing problems such as unjust criminal justice systems (Wolff et al., 2017) . This CEJ framework, grounded in theory and research on coalitions and change efforts, offers a method for understanding and analyzing organizing efforts and their potential for addressing broad social determinants of health.
Current Study
We use this framework to analyze a coalition of organizations in Chicago, IL that formed to create a citywide organizing platform aimed at enacting deep, structural reforms to the criminal justice system. The coalition was composed of 25 organizations that mainly represented place-based communities across the entire city. Roughly half of these organizations had historically focused their work on restorative justice practices and the other half focused primarily on community organizing approaches. The initiative was funded through a foundation grant to create a unified, racially equitable approach to criminal justice system reform. We use this effort as a case study for examining the ways and extent to which the coalition enacted the CEJ principles (Woff et al., 2017) . Analyses provide practical considerations about the application of this model, and its potential for influencing some of the key structural determinants of health for low-income communities of color.
Method

Procedure
The Right on Justice Coalition was convened in 2013 to build a citywide platform for criminal justice systems and policy reforms that would have the greatest impacts for lowincome communities of color, which have long been the sites of justice system disparities. Two organizations were selected to be the "backbone" or conveners of the initiative, one of which was the first author's institution at the time. The second author was engaged as a research consultant to the project. Data sources include an interorganizational network survey, collected at the formation stage of the coalition and again 18 months later, along with the first author's participant observations and secondary data on coalition participation and actions, and, finally, organizational interviews about coalition processes.
The coalition was unique in several respects. Although the collective impact model recommends a single backbone organization, this effort effectively had two backbone organizations, or co-conveners. It was organized in this manner at the suggestion of the funder and later concretized through months of planning and relationship building between the funder and the two convening organizations. The rationale for this approach was that both organizations had strong relationships with two distinct types of organizations that were thought to be critical for successful policy change and implementation: (1) community organizing entities and (2) community-based restorative justice organizations. The two conveners were responsible for convening key organizations in each of these respective categories. The co-convening organizations also worked together to construct a common process, common messaging, and unified strategies for engaging organizations. Although each convener was selected because of existing relationships and the ability to convene groups in these respective categories, they attempted to act as one unified convening entity, playing similar roles.
In short, this unusual coalition structure was implemented as a way to mitigate what was identified by the funder and co-conveners as a major barrier in past policy change effortsfragmentation and a lack of unified approaches to change. It was thought that bringing together organizations that typically focused on different approaches, methods of action, and geographies to develop a common framework for change would be critical for deep systems and policy change. This unique approach has its own implications, which will be discussed later.
Surveys were collected during two points in time: at the beginning of the effort and 18 months later, after the coalition had developed strategies and begun implementing actions. A total of N = 24 organizations (out of the 25 total members) completed Wave 1 of the survey, and N = 23 completed the second wave (one organization left the coalition by Wave 2). Survey items were adapted from previous studies of interorganizational collaborations and tailored specifically to assess how organizations described their strategies, areas of focus, targets of actions, and perceptions of collaboration with each organization and the coalition at large (Faust, Christens, Sparks, & Hilgendorf, 2015; Nowell, 2009) . These items assessed the degree to which organizations were strategically focused on local, programmatic solutions, compared with their focus on broader systems and policy changes. Questions related to preferred coalition strategies helped assess whether organizations shifted over time, and whether the coalition as a whole aligned more strongly around common strategies.
Surveys also contained items designed to assess organizations' perceptions about the coalition's structures and processes, and measurement of interorganizational network dynamics. For this study, we display results specifically on a network question for which each organization rated (along a 5-point Likert-type scale) their level of perceived shared philosophy/approach to dismantling punitive school and/or justice system policies with every other organization in the coalition. Two other network metrics (not reported here) were used assessing the extent of collaboration between organizations and the extent to which that collaboration was perceived as impactful. Thus, the survey data provide an array of metrics through which to understand the extent to which the coalition aligned and unified its strategies and approaches over time.
In addition, participant observations-detailed notes by the first author who attended nearly all meetings-help to ground insights provided by quantitative survey data. This is particularly useful in analyzing some of the processes and procedures that the coalition utilized throughout its collaboration. Finally, a third-party report based on anonymous organizational interviews (N = 12 individuals representing eight organizations), provides a final source of data for triangulation and analysis (Perkins, 2018) .
Although the coalition was not intentionally following the CEJ principles recommended by Wolff et al. (2017) , its goals and processes aligned with them to varying degrees. Thus, this study uses multiple sources of data to present a case study of coalition functioning. We analyze both the points of alignment and departure in order to provide examples of these principles in action and to better understand how they can be more fully implemented to change structural determinants of health.
Data Analysis
This study utilized a mixed methods approach, with multiple data analytic techniques to draw conclusions about how well the coalition embodied in the CEJ principles. First, descriptive analyses were run on survey data to identify the degree to which reported strategies and targets of action had shifted from baseline to the second wave of data collection. Frequencies illustrate whether the organizations comprising the coalition displayed alignment in what they reported as their preferred strategies and targets of action, whether there were any shifts toward systems and policy change strategies, and the extent to which organizations favored strategies that centered on restorative justice practice or grassroots community organizing. Second, social network diagrams were generated to help understand how organizations perceived collaboration in the coalition to change over time. Network maps were constructed using UCINET software (Borgatti, 2002) depicting the extent to which organizations perceived other organizations in the coalition to share their philosophy/ approach at Waves 1 and 2.
The overarching theory of change of the Right on Justice Coalition was that bringing together disparate groups for the purpose of creating a unified citywide approach to systems and policy change would result in better strategic alignment and consistent messaging that would lead to tangible organizing victories. Given the racial equity implications of criminal justice system reform, equitable and inclusive processes were just as important as policy outcomes. Participant observations and qualitative interview data are also utilized to provide specific examples about various aspects of coalition functioning.
Results
Findings are grouped and presented according to the six CEJ principles articulated by Wolff et al. (2017) . Analysis related to each principle includes different sources of data and different approaches, all aimed at triangulation.
Explicitly address issues of social and economic injustice and structural racism.
Both survey and observational data provide some concrete examples of how the Right on Justice Coalition worked to explicitly address structural issues. The coalition formed to address what was widely agreed to be one of the most challenging forms of structural racism-harsh and disproportionate disciplinary systems in schools and communities of color. The coalition came together to dismantle such systems and replace them with alternative forms of school and community safety, namely restorative justice practices. Initially, expansion of restorative justice practices was intended to be the leading strategy for which the coalition would advocate. However, after 18 months, coalition member organizations were more likely to report that addressing "neighborhood social determinants of health" was one of the most important areas of focus of the coalition, as opposed to programs and services. This was an important shift, as most people still conceive of determinants as health behaviors or access to health care (Robert & Booske, 2011) .
Observations of coalition actions reinforce this point. The coalition held a summit that was attended by more than 200 people, including policy makers, community residents, and young people, aimed at public education around the inequitable impacts of harsh school discipline and justice system policies. Speakers included young activists of color and adult residents of neighborhoods most affected by the issue. The coalition also released a report and a website detailing how justice policies disproportionately affect people and neighborhoods of color, including identifying such policies as important social determinants of population health. In the end, restorative justice practices became a key tool that the coalition embraced, but the larger framework and focus became dismantling structurally racist and socially unjust policies.
Employ a community development approach in which residents have equal power in determining the coalition's or collaborative's agenda and resource allocation.
The coalition utilized elements of this approach, while at the same time relying on some top-down decision-making structures. Given that the coalition represented the entire City of Chicago, which included many organizations that represented specific neighborhoods or groups of people, it was difficult to ensure that residents of all areas had equal power in determining the coalition's agenda and resource allocation. Organizations were represented by an executive director or similar leader, and these representatives had the ability to make decisions about the coalition's agenda. The coalition made decisions by consensus, using a "gradients of agreement" scale, where 1 represented strong disagreement about strategy and 5 represented complete agreement. Decisions only carried if all members of the coalition voted that they were willing to move forward even if they may have some disagreements about a given strategy or decision. Some coalition organizations engaged their constituentsyouth or neighborhood resident leaders-before signing on to a coalition strategy, while others relied solely on the decision making of the organization's representative. Thus, although there were some elements of a community development approach with resident power, this was not consistent across the entire coalition.
Furthermore, since the initiative was funded by a local foundation, decisions about resource allocation were not made entirely by the coalition members. The funder participated as a member of the coalition, and also met regularly with the two co-convening organizations. These three entities had an outsized influence on how funds were allocated. Coalition members were able to propose ideas and make suggestions but clearly there was not equal power in decision making across the entire group. This created some tension and questions around inherent contradictions in the consensus-based decision-making process.
The presence of two convening organizations presented both opportunities and challenges related to power as well.
Having two organizations working together to present a united front allowed for stronger alignment across the types of organization (community organizing and community-based restorative justice program delivery). However, achieving consensus was also a challenge at times. Although residents were engaged in some of the coalition's work, the coalition's structure did not allow for deep power sharing with them.
Employ community organizing as an intentional strategy and as part of the process. Work to build resident leadership and power.
One of the coalition's strongest areas of alignment with CEJ principles was its use of community organizing strategies, and the involvement of residents to build leadership and power. Organizing strategies were used to influence city, county, and state policies and included a variety of tactics. These ranged from public education events that were organized collaboratively with youth activists to the crafting of pieces of legislation, as well as lobbying for new restorative justice diversions in courts. Although some organizations traditionally utilized strategies rooted in conflict, the coalition largely focused on helping craft and organize support for specific policy and systems change.
The coalition's most significant victories included both state legislative change and changes in court practices in one Chicago district. These policies were enacted as a direct result of the coalition's organizing and leadership building. First, the coalition advocated for an Illinois State Senate Bill-SB 100-that established clear guidelines and limits on the use of harsh discipline, such as arrests, suspensions, and expulsions in schools. The coalition supported and advocated for this legislation, which eventually passed and was signed into law. Further, the coalition played a supporting role to a group of young organizers who were the leaders and points of contact for organizing and advocacy related to the legislation. The second major victory was the creation of the nation's first restorative justice court, which began diverting some offenders into restorative justice processes instead of sentencing.
At the outset, roughly half of the coalition members were representatives of groups that practiced community organizing and advocacy (n = 14), while the other half were more focused on restorative justice practices (n = 11). Survey data yield insights into shifts that occurred over time in member organizations' views on the relative importance of these two approaches to change within the school-to-prison pipeline and the justice system. Respondents were asked to rank various strategies in terms of their relative importance. Several strategies were more focused on restorative justice practice (e.g., "Expanding restorative justice practices in schools") while others were more focused on organizing (e.g., "Organizing with youth and building youth leadership").
As Figure 1 depicts, the proportion of organizations that had organizing in their top five strategies declined, while the number of organizations with organizing as their number one strategy increased during the course of the study. The reverse was true for strategies focused on restorative justice practices. This suggests that a small subset of groups that were especially focused on organizing deepened their commitment to it, while groups whose work was less focused organizing became less convinced of its strategic importance. This finding is consistent with participant observations, which documented some disagreements and tensions between restorative justice practitioners and community organizers about which approach should be emphasized in the coalition's efforts to change policies and systems. Thus, although the coalition as a whole did employ community organizing to great effect, the realities regarding the roles that organizing played were complex.
Focus on policy, systems, and structural change.
The Right on Justice Coalition initially formed to create a unified approach to expanding restorative justice practices in the City of Chicago. However, during the first year of relationship building, there was not broad agreement on how to define the term and how to advocate for expanded practices, or even when and where practices were appropriate. This lack of agreement created an opportunity and was responsible for a pivot toward policy, systems, and structural change. Ultimately, the coalition shifted to an overall strategy of achieving community reinvestment through systems and policy change. That is, the main thrust of the coalition was to enact policies that would divert resources away from punitive justice systems and into Black and Brown communities that had been most impacted by harsh school and justice systems. There was broad agreement in the coalition that the justice system was inequitable and represented one of the most important social determinants of health and neighborhood disadvantage. Justice reinvestment was therefore agreed to be essential. At the time, not many Chicago organizations were using this framing. Today this policy and systems change lens has been embraced by organizations across the city, both within and outside the coalition.
As a result of this shift, the coalition went on to help create and champion a piece of state legislation-Illinois House Bill 3337/Senate Bill 1886 (Decriminalizing Poverty, Increasing Opportunity & Safety Act)-that would reclassify numerous felony offenses into misdemeanors, thus depopulating prisons, and shifting cost savings into community development initiatives such as health, employment, and restorative justice supports. Although this bill has not passed at the time of this publication, the effort drew new groups into organizing and advocacy on these issues. Prior to the coalition's formation, for instance, many of the groups that were traditionally focused on direct service largely did not engage in organizing to expand restorative justice practices in schools and communities. As the coalition built relationships across organizations, many different groups-both service and organizing focused-took part in an organizing effort to bring a restorative justice court to a district in the City of Chicago.
This push resulted in the creation of the nation's first restorative justice court that has recently begun operating on the City's southwest side. Interorganizational network data in Figures 2 and 3 show that restorative justice focused organizations (displayed in white) and groups focused on community organizing (displayed in black) both showed a higher likelihood of reporting strong agreement about "sharing a similar philosophy" in their work with a greater number of other coalition members during the second survey wave. The size of each organizational node indicates betweenness, a measure of network centrality indicating how short a path each organization provides for others to be connected along this dimension. The larger the organization appears in the network diagram, the more central it is to the network, indicating greater levels of influence over other organizational actors' perceptions of how best to achieve systemic changes and impact (mean degree at Wave 1 was 13.84, and increased to 19.2 at Wave 2). The nodes were arranged using a multidimensional scaling algorithm in NetDraw (Borgatti, 2002) . One thing that these diagrams suggest is that whereas these two different types of organizations were more likely to work in their own lanes at the outset of the initiative, changes in the structure of the network indicate that organizations coalesced around a systems and policy change agenda.
Build on the extensive community-engaged scholarship and research over the last four decades that show what works, that acknowledge the complexities, and that evaluate appropriately.
Early on in the process, the coalition engaged the second author of this article to act as an external research consultant to the project. They worked together to develop a plan that would incorporate and build on existing research on community-engaged scholarship, and co-developed a mixed methods research design to capture the coalition's progress in alignment and in executing its goals. After collecting the first wave of survey and network data, the second author was brought to Chicago to give a presentation to the entire coalition about initial survey findings. The presentation also incorporated learning from current scholarship on organizing and coalitions, and it led to a robust discussion among leaders in the coalition that then influenced further coalition strategy. For instance, the coalition utilized findings from Wave 1 to help make decisions about its own network structure moving forward. Prior to the presentation, the coalition had been mainly conducting its work as one large group. After the presentation, decisions were made to more formally carry out much of the coalition's work in subgroups while coming together for larger events as an entire network less frequently.
Construct core functions for the collaborative based on equity and justice that provide basic facilitating structures and build member ownership and leadership.
As mentioned previously, the coalition incorporated a decision-making structure that emphasized consensus across members. This allowed for a deeper sense of ownership of all members. The coalition dedicated nearly the entire first year to building relationships and ensuring that all coalition members had an opportunity to provide input and shape the group decisions. In a report generated by an external consulted hired to interview coalition participants, one member recounts the process of establishing a shared vision and ownership, which ultimately led to a shift from a specific restorative justice focus to a broader structure and policy focus: "Once the alliance deconstructed the root cause of why we [the collective] got into the work-the work and the strategies were more easily developed" (Perkins, 2018, p. 4) .
In terms of leadership, given the influence of the funder and co-conveners, there were not necessarily equal opportunities for all coalition members to have the same leadership influence. This represents a departure point from the principle of building structures that emphasize member ownership and leadership (Wolff et al., 2017) . The Right on Justice Coalition utilized a leadership structure more traditionally associated with collective impact, where backbone organizations play a stronger role in driving the process (Kania & Kramer, 2011) . One coalition member reflected on the difficult process of establishing ownership across all members:
Everyone wanted to influence the development of the work, which made it a challenge to land in one place. . . . Maybe it was hard given how organizations approached the work because some members were grounded in policy work, others were more purist and ideologists, while some were organizers and practitioners. Those who stayed in the mix believed that giving up was not an option. And that within the social justice spacewe all have different roles to play but working together in concert is the better approach-we needed to work through the pain. (Perkins, 2018, p. 4) 
Discussion
Movement toward health equity and racial justice requires changes to policies and systems, such as the criminal justice system (Hatzenbuehler et al., 2015; Hofrichter & Bhatia, 2010) . Coalitions are often created to pursue comprehensive approaches to complex problems such as these, yet many coalitions struggle to implement policy and systems changes, and most lack deep community engagement (Christens & Inzeo, 2015; Kadushin, Lindholm, Ryan, Brodsky, & Saxe, 2005) . From its genesis, the Right on Justice Coalition was aligned with several of the CEJ principles (Principles 1, 3, 4; Wolff et al., 2017) , and the inclusion of grassroots organizing (Principle 3) was understood to be critical for working toward Principles 1 (explicitly addressing injustice and structural racism) and 4 (focus on policy, systems, and environment change).
Yet there were challenges to collaboration within and across the coalition due to the different orientations of grassroots organizing and other nonprofit and social service organizations. Moreover, Principles 2 (community development approach in which residents have equal power) and 6 (structuring the coalition to build member ownership and leadership) were still difficult to achieve in a coalition context even with the intentional inclusion of grassroots organizing groups. Nevertheless, the ability of the coalition to achieve policy and systems changes over a relatively short period of time demonstrates the potential of coalition building that prioritizes a community organizing approach and a focus on policy, systems, and structural change.
Implications for Theory and Practice
This study provides an early examination of CEJ principles within the context of a policy change organizing effort to achieve greater health equity and racial justice in Chicago, IL. In practice, successfully implementing all principles will likely prove to be a challenge unless sufficient time is provided to build structures from the very beginning. However, such scenarios may not always be feasible, as organizations enter coalitions with their own histories, goals, tensions, differences in approach and philosophy, and funding contingencies (Kadushin et al., 2005) . Grassroots organizations, convening organizations, and funders must all make strategic decisions at the beginning of an initiative about the time allotted to building power-sharing structures and processes, and the degree to which goals and leadership of an initiative can be allowed to be determined collectively.
In this case study, many of the conditions for executing CEJ were favorable. Many of the member organizations were led by deeply engaged residents from across the city's geographies, and the initiative was funded with the explicit goal of policy, systems, and structural change. Even under these conditions, fully implementing CEJ Principles 2 and 6 was challenging, likely because of the need to rely on philanthropic support, and because coalition members were nonprofit organizations with competing priorities and limited resources. In this example, the presence of a funder did not hinder the pursuit of policy, systems, and structural change, but it did change power dynamics in important ways, making it difficult for the initiative to truly be led by residents, and to create new leadership opportunities for participants. Although there were some systems change victories-most notably a new restorative justice court and a statewide school discipline bill-the initiative did little to build power among residents and place them in a better position to effect systems changes in the future. Although some residents were engaged, with some building leadership skills, the coalition's sustainability remained reliant on funder support.
The role of philanthropy in structural change has long been questioned, as it often aids in the maintenance of wealth accumulation of elites at the expense of more redistributive policies (Hall, 2013) . Similarly, many nonprofit organizations are not necessarily constituted to effectively pursue policy, systems, and structural change, as they often rely on philanthropic funding and are governed by elites whose interests are not served by changes to the status quo (Domhoff, 2009 ). Thus, in order for coalitions to effectively and fully implement CEJ principles, more work is needed on implementation strategies to build sustainable power and leadership, and the roles that nonprofits and funding entities should (or should not) play.
There is some evidence that this coalition was successful in aligning two different types of organizations together to achieve some tangible systems changes. Participating organizations largely recognized the importance of social determinants of health, and there was greater alignment on this point at the second survey wave. Organizations largely continued to engage in the strategies they were familiar with, and likely received funding to execute (e.g., community organizing or restorative justice practices), but coalescence around social determinants implies coalition participation, and specifically CEJ principles, could help deepen understanding and commitment to health equity. As organizations gain appreciation for the need for action on social determinants of health, a next step is developing greater health equity capacity in ways that expand partnerships and leadership opportunities for residents (Inzeo, Christens, Hilgendorf, & Sambo, 2019) .
This case study provided a unique context through which to explore CEJ principles in action. However, more studies are needed to more fully understand the relationship between philanthropy, nonprofits, and grassroots organizing initiatives operating together in coalitions seeking to create policy, systems, and structural change. In addition, more work is needed to understand the contexts in which CEJ principles can be implemented most effectively to change inequitable systems and positively influence social determinants of health.
